Genocide, ethnic cleansing, biopolitics, necropolitics, ethnopolitics, métissage, ethnoclass, pigmentocracy: the postcolonial vocabulary of race is multiple and can only be understood with due attention to the historical and contemporary relationships and tensions, both overt and concealed, which construct frameworks for the exercise of violence and power. An overriding interest in the physical body and how it is interpreted and represented within a given situation raises questions of individual identity, aesthetics and affiliation, which in turn have collective significance for the understanding of broader questions of ethics, nationality and governance. Indeed, the myriad intersections between race, violence and power are at the heart of postcolonial literature, politics and thought. If the colonial project is initially framed by a dichotomy of racial curiosity/fear brought about by the encounter with other ethnic groups, this quickly gives way to the violence of conquest and the development of power structures with which domination could be established, maintained and expanded. Long after decolonization, the legacies of colonialism endure in the structures, hierarchies and social orders which have arisen in the post-colonial era. In this special issue, as each article develops its own original perspective, a common methodological denominator begins to emerge: what is the function of colonial and postcolonial literary creation in relation to the violence exercised by the apparatuses of discipline and normalization of bodies and populations?
Connections between race, violence, the body and power cannot be adequately explored without situating them in the material, political and cultural contexts in which they originated and, in many cases, continue to operate and evolve. Benita Parry has criticized the oblique tendencies of certain areas of contemporary postcolonial criticism, tendencies which have led to a failure to adopt a critical theoretical methodology capable of confronting and interrogating 'the material impulses to colonialism, its appropriation of physical resources, exploitation of human labour and institutional repression ' (Parry 2004: 3) . By insisting throughout on situating discussions of race and violence within the power networks which they challenge or uphold, this special journal issue intends to privilege a robust examination of the material and political stakes invoked in a range of 
What is biopolitics?
Biopolitics offers a set of theories with which to study the new forms and ideologies of community in an increasingly interconnected and complex world, looking specifically at cultural identity, relation and hybridity, and the politics of migration, immigration, indentureship and diaspora. Investigating the complexities of the links between life and its governance, biopolitics offers considerable innovative potential for literary theory, suggesting new criteria and methodologies for reading the relations between texts and the world in an increasingly complex and challenging global society. This is an extension of what Michel Foucault terms the 'critical ontology of ourselves as a historico-practical test of the limits that we may go beyond, and thus as work carried out by ourselves upon ourselves as free beings' in his influential essay 'What is Enlightenment? ' (Foucault 1984: 47) . Indeed, language, representation and imagination work as devices to control and imprison life -or to historicise it -and as instruments to explore new configurations of the self and society in our present.
This introduction draws a concise conceptual map of biopolitics and its links with race and violence in postcolonial contexts, with the aim of illustrating connections between biopolitical theory and literary creation. In recent years, the concepts of biopolitics and biopower have circulated widely in the fields of political philosophy, anthropology and cultural studies, offering innovative perspectives for the study of the relationships between power, forms of life and processes of subjectification. Nevertheless, their application to the literatures that are considered within the complex nexus of postcolonial globalization raises a number of problems, mainly due to the Eurocentric limitations of The word 'biopolitics' was first used at the beginning of the twentieth century by Swedish political scientist and politician Rudolf Kjellén in Världskrigets politiska problem (1915) , which translates as 'the political problems of World Wars'. Kjellén's work received most attention in Germany, and this important text was immediately translated into German as Die politischen Probleme des Weltkrieges (1916) to express a way of understanding the state as a living body or Lebensform, an idea which would have a huge impact for twentieth-century political ideologies. This representation of the community as a living body, which has to be protected and immunized from internal and external threats of contamination, displays evident links with the racist ideologies and taxonomies which were generated inside colonial and other totalitarian regimes and which found their apogee under Hitler's National Socialism. Colonialism, however, plays only a marginal role in the analysis of biopolitics developed by Foucault from 1976. His published works, and the seminars he gave at the Collège de France over the same period, form the basis for the subsequent development of biopolitics. It is in the last chapter of the first volume of Histoire de la sexualité (1976), entitled 'Droit de mort et pouvoir sur la vie', that Foucault introduces the topic of the 'seuil de modernité biologique' (Foucault 1976: 188) , in order to define the fundamental shift in Western modernity which occurred during the 19 th century.
According to Foucault, it was in this era that the old forms of the sovereign power 'de faire mourir ou de laisser vivre' were supplanted by a new kind of power: 'un pouvoir de faire vivre ou de rejeter dans la mort' (Foucault 1976: 181 A key aspect of Foucault's biopolitics, which will return in the analysis of Agamben, Esposito and Mbembe, in particular, is its fundamental ambivalence. The relationship between knowledge-power devices, on the one hand, and bodies and populations, on the other, can bring about a change in perspective which moves away from repressive potential, and instead focuses increasingly on productive potential. This can be understood in its broadest sense as the potential to produce subjects. The conditions that Foucault repeatedly terms 'regimes of truth' are able to produce concrete lives and processes of subject formation (subjectivation in Foucauldian analysis). However, they also show a negative and necropolitical aspect -necropolitics being that aspect of biopolitics which is concerned with the politics of death (also termed thanatopolitics) -consisting in the exclusion of that which is not deemed worthy of life and which consequently can be abandoned to death.
This paradoxical feature emerges when Foucault deals with the issue of racism in his 1976 lectures, wondering how it is possible that a form of power whose aim is to enhance life, is also capable of legitimizing the killing of its own citizens. Indeed, biopolitical enhancement and genocidal racism work as two complementary faces of the same kind of power, which tends to 'défendre la société' through the discursive production of an internal threat: 'la mise à mort, l'impératif de mort, n'est recevable, dans le système de bio-pouvoir, que s'il tend non pas à la victoire sur les adversaires politiques, mais à l'élimination du danger biologique et au renforcement, directement lié à cette élimination, de l'espèce elle-même ou de la race' (Foucault 1997: 228 The analytic potential arising from this interpretation of racism is quite evident, moving from the totalitarian and genocidal regimes of the 20 th century, to the present forms of exclusion and the new forms of racism which are spreading at a global scale and which are linked with migrations, ethnic minorities and the government of borders, population flows and labour power. However, the Foucauldian genealogy of biopolitics and racism remains almost entirely Eurocentric, leaving colonial racism and its relationships with slavery and wage labour outside its epistemic field and its analytical schema. Foucault ignores the politics of exclusion and the racial taxonomies on which colonial relations were based, and he also neglects to consider the differential construction of the European bourgeois identity and its whiteness. In this regard, Ann Laura Stoler, one of the first critics to consider the relationship between Foucauldian biopolitics and colonialism, writes that:
If race already makes up a part of that 'grid of intelligibility' through which the bourgeoisie came to define themselves, then we need to locate its coordinates in a grid carved through the geographic distributions of 'unfreedoms' that imperial labor systems enforced. These were colonial regimes prior to and coterminous with Europe's liberal bourgeois order.
[…]
Can we understand these discourses of sexuality and race that fold into one which we tend to associate with the late twentieth-century, is actually an ideological and epistemological pre-requisite for the eighteenth century circum-Atlantic cycle of capital accumulation: a cycle with the slave trade at its centre. Relying on the tragic and paradigmatic event of the slave ship Zong, and the trials that followed, Baucom reconstructs the cultural, economic and biopolitical logic that allowed the development of a system of financial capitalism which was predicated on the reduction of human lives to a mere exchange value. As Baucom emphatically affirms:
The Zong trials constitute an event in the history of capital not because they treat slaves as commodities but because they treat slaves as commodities that have become the subject of insurance, treat them […] not as objects to be exchanged but as the 'empty bearers' of an abstract, theoretical, but entirely For Agamben, since Greco-Roman times, the living as an object of biopower, exposed without mediation to the exertion of a force of correction and death which may be inflicted on the biological body, has been the very foundation of politics. This is clearly shown in the figure of the homo sacer, the man of Roman law 'who may be killed and yet not sacrificed' (Agamben 1998: 8) , which the philosopher argues is a paradigm of the biopolitical nature of sovereignty. This is due to the fact that homo sacer is caught in a structure of inclusion which is, paradoxically, predicated on exclusion and abandonment.
In fact, such a relationship upholds and promotes power's grip on 'bare life' through a 'relation of exception' and 'banishment', or rather, through an 'extreme form of relation by which something is included solely through its exclusion' (Agamben 1998: 18): 1998: 17-18) In the state of exception, the law and the carrying out of violence overlap: it becomes lawful to kill. Agamben's argument is that this state of exception, understood as a fundamental political structure of Western society, is at the heart of contemporary society and tends to become, according to Walter Benjamin's famous statement, 'the rule' According to Agamben, the most urgent political task of our time is to find new, inventive strategies for survival in the no man's land of the present, and to articulate new subjectivities, which have the capacity to distance themselves from, and transcend, fixed identities. 
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